
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































15. Develop, as a part of a broader public awareness program,

educational materials to promote an understanding of the necessity

of adequate habitat for maintaining wildlife populations. This

effort should include information on the status of wildlife habitat

and what the public can do to positively influence attitudes on the

retention and maintenance of wildlife habitat in their own

community and statewide.

16. Assess the applicability of the Habitat Evaluation Procedures

(HEP) (U.S. Dep. Inter. 1980) or other procedures in order to

lish the value of 1 s mai ined as wildli habitat.

17. iei in exi ina Droarams throughout the ich

i ices,

ieularly

63.
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NONGAME WILDLIFE PROGRAM FUNDING

Issue statement: THE NONGAME WILDLIFE PROGRAM IS FINANCED BY VOLUNTARY

DONATIONS TO THE NONGAME WILDLIFE CHECKOFF FUND AND HAS GENERATED

SIGNIFICANT SUPPORT FROM MINNESOTA CITIZENS. LONG-TERM PROGRAM STABILITY

AND SUCCESS WILL DEPEND ON EXPANDED FUNDING TO INCLUDE ADDITIONAL REVENUE

SOURCES.

Except for some administrative support, the Nongame Wildlife Program is

financed almost entirely from a single source, citizen donations to the

Nongame Wildlife Fund. Additional state and federal monies or other funding

have been limited. As a result, the program's funding is vulnerable to

fluctuations and the Program is unable to finance all actions required to

meet resource needs. It is necessary to develop adequate, stable, long-term

financing for the Nongame Wildlife Program based on more than one funding

source.

Discussion: Minnesota's Nongame Wildlife Program began in February, 1977.

Funding was derived from the Game and Fish Fund and totalled less than

$35,000 annually for four years from 1977 to 1980. Additionally, donations

from sportsmen's groups and conservation clubs helped initiate restoration

projects for the trumpeter swan and the river otter.

In the spring of 1980, the Minnesota Legislature established a nongame

wildlife checkoff provision on Minnesota's income tax and property tax

forms. The nongame wildlife checkoff (Minn. Stat. Sec. 290.431) initiated a

new era for Minnesota's Nongame Wildlife Program.

The legislation provided that Minnesota taxpayers could donate $1.00 or

more, up to the total amount of their refund, on state income tax forms
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and/or property tax forms. The amount of money donated was deducted from

the refund due the taxpayers and credited to the Nongame Wildlife Fund.

In 1981, the state legislature amended the nongame checkoff law to

allow taxpayers not receiving a refund to contribute by adding a donation to

the amount of taxes due. The amendment also provides that the Nongame

Wildlife Fund account is subject to overview by the Legislative Commission

on Minnesota Resources (LCMR). Biennial budgets must be approved by the

LCMR, and any land acquisitions require individual LCMR approval.

Semiannual summaries of biennial budget status are also required.

Money accrued by the Department of Revenue from the checkoff is

transferred to the DNR on June 30 and January 1. To date, the amount

transferred on each date has been approximately $400,000 and $200,000,

respectively. The money spent in a given fiscal year, July 1 to June 30,

consists of the January 1 payment accrued from donations of the last half of

the previous calendar year and the June 30 payment accrued from donations of

the first half of the current calendar year.

Minnesota also allows taxpayers to donate to the Nongame Wildlife Fund

on their property tax refund returns (Ml-PR forms). This source of revenue

is important for the NWP as the percentage of total checkoff revenue derived

from property tax returns has increased during the past 3 years from 8.6% to

20.1%. One reason for this may be that persons who do not receive a refund

on their income tax returns may use the property tax form to make a donation

from that refund.

The amount of money contributed to the Nongame Widlife Fund raised in

Minnesota has totalled over $1,750,000 during the period 1980 - 1982 (Table

1). In 1980 and 1981, more Minnesota taxpayers donated to the Nongame

Wildlife Checkoff than did taxpayers in any other state. The total amount
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Table 1. Summary of total donations to the Minnesota Nongame Wildlife

Checkoff 1980-1982.

Tax Year 1980 1981 1982-
Total Donations ($) $ 523,743.65 $ 619,253.43 $ 616,665.28

Total Donations (#) 154,376 194,092 200,154

Average Donation $ 3.39 $ 3.19 $ 3.07

Donation Rate 8.87% 11.51% 11.74%

%Taxpayers Receiving 82.00% 71.80% 62.9%

Refund

of money raised ranked second only to Colorado during the same period. For

tax year 1982, both the number of donations and total donations ranked

second to New York among 20 states with a wildlife checkoff on their state

income tax forms.

Colorado's checkoff income more than doubled during its first four

years (U.S. Dep. Inter. 1982a). A similar pattern is not occurring in

Minnesota where the level of income was approximately the same in 1981 and

1982. This trend may be partly due to the state income tax surcharge which

was implemented for the 1982 tax year and lowered the percentage of

taxpayers receiving refunds. While taxpayers can make donations either from

their refund or by adding to the taxes due, most persons donate from their

refund.

It is very encouraging to see that the number of donations has

continued to increase during the first three years of the program. In

contrast, the average donation decreased slightly from $3.39 to $3.07 - the

lowest average in the nation. One explanation for the low average may be

the way the checkoff is worded on the tax forms.
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In 1981,61.6% of all donors to the checkoff donated exactly one

dollar - suggesting that they may be misinterpreting the nongame wildlife

checkoff to be a one dollar checkoff. Most other states have a format which

presents several checkoff boxes for specified amounts and a blank for

write-in of another amount.

It is also possible that many people are willing to give just one

dollar. This factor may explain the state's high overall donation rate.

The percentage of people donating to the Nongame Wildlife Fund in Minnesota

is more than twice the national average - 11.7% vs. 5.5% (Nongame Wildl.

Assoc. N. Am. 1982).

There are two distinct groups among taxpayers: people who prepare their

own tax returns, and those who go to tax preparers. There is a large

difference between the donation rates of the two groups. In 1983, the

donation rate was 13.4% for self-prepared M-1 Income Tax forms and only

5.9% for forms prepared by tax practitioners. On MI-PR Property Tax forms,

the donation rate was 10.3% on self-prepared forms and only 2.0% on forms

prepared by tax preparers.

It would appear that some tax-preparers impose a bias against the

checkoff by omitting reference to it during the tax preparation process or

by discouraging their clients from giving. Some prefer to skip the checkoff

item because it takes too much time to explain to a client who is unfamiliar

with the Nongame Wildlife Fund.

While it is anticipated that the nongame wildlife checkoff will remain

a permanent feature on Minnesota's income tax and property tax forms, it is

possible that legislative action could: 1) eliminate the checkoff (Boggis

1984),2) divert funds to unrelated uses in state government, 3) add new

checkoff items to the tax form for other purposes and thereby dilute the
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effectiveness of the nongame wildlife checkoff (Applegate 1984, Boggis

1984), or 4) appropriate funds to wildlife-related activities which fall

within the scope of the Nongame Wildlife Program but are of low priority.

During the past three years, there have been four proposed legislative

actions which could have adversely affected the Nongame Wildlife Checkoff

Fund. There was so much public opposition to the actions that the proposals

were substantially modified or never implemented. A serious problem

associated with such legislative proposals is that they can cause the public

to lose faith that their donations will be used in the best interest of

wildlife. Such a loss of faith may result in a decline in citizen

participation.

In response to the intense debate which followed the most recent

controversial proposal, Representative Skoglund introduced an amendment that

prevents attempted diversions of checkoff money to unrelated purposes. 11

The amendment was passed.

The Department of Revenue has taken the position that any additional

checkoffs would complicate the tax form and should be avoided. However, in

1984 two additional checkoff proposals were introduced in the Legislature.

They did not pass, but they may be reintroduced in 1985. Oregon experienced

approximately a 25% decline in nongame checkoff revenue when second checkoff

was added to the tax forms in 1982.

Declines in funding need to be avoided to prevent the reduction or

elimination of current projects. Maintenance of current revenues cannot be

II Laws of Minnesota 1983, Chap. 342. Art. 1, Sec. 35, amending Minn. Stat.

Sec. 290.431
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assured without diligent effort to prevent loss due to: 1) change in

taxation laws or procedures, 2) legislative adjustments to dedicated funds,

and 3) a decline in citizen participation in the checkoff due to economics

or other factors.

Several actions need to be taken to prevent declines in funding.

Continuing coordination with the Department of Revenue is essential to

maintain good liaison during annual adjustments in income tax and property

tax form design, wording and format. The Minnesota Legislature in general

and the LCMR particularly need to be kept advised about the Nongame Wildlife

Program's utilization of checkoff donations and the continuing high level of

citizen support and involvement.

One action which would help place program costs and expenses in

perspective for legislators and other interested individuals is to develop a

better understanding of the financial contribution which nongame species

make to Minnesota's economy, including a quantification of citizen demand

for these resources. The documentation of a considerable monetary return to

the state's economy from resource-related activities should encourage

private and public support for the Nongame Wildlife Program.

The best way to maintain or increase citizen participation is to

operate a progressive, diversified nongame program that has broad appeal to

Minnesota's citizens. The most effective promotional efforts must be

determined (Applegate 1984) and implemented. Further, the relationship

between promotional and educational efforts needs clarification. A

determination needs to be made regarding the appropriateness of promotional

efforts serving an educational function.

It may be that not all citizens interested in the resource contribute

to the Nongame Wildlife Fund either by choice, because they do not know how
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to contribute, or for other, unknown reasons. Consequently, there is a need

to identify the audience and evaluate the effectiveness of current checkoff

promotion efforts in order to target missing citizen participants and

increase revenue.

The vulnerability of a program funded solely by a voluntary source of

revenue, the allocation of which is entirely dependent on the Legislature,

is clear. The cause of the situation is, in part, the absence of direct

state and federal financing for nongame resource programs. The consequence

to the resource of this restricted financing is a politically vulnerable

management program which could collapse within a short period.

If checkoff donations remain the sole alternative for Nongame Wildlife

Program funding, the amount of revenue can be expected to level off. It may

even decline (John Torres, pers. COI11l1.). Therefore, there is a need to

broaden the long-term funding base. New revenue sources need to be

identified that will supplement or match checkoff revenue. These sources

could be derived in part through cooperative funding of special projects

with other agencies statewide.

Such cooperation has been undertaken to some extent already for the

otter and peregrine restoration programs and in conjunction with Nongame

Wildlife Program land acquisition. Another possibility is cost-sharing

special projects with nongame checkoff programs in adjacent states.

Other forms of financing to broaden and stabilize nongame program

funding include the appropriation of money through the Fish and Wildlife

Conservation Act of 1980, increased appropriations through Section 6 of the

federal Endangered Species Act, or allocation of Pittman-Robertson and

Dingell-Johnson funds to directly finance some nongame projects. The Fish

and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 calls for an assessment of 18
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alternatives for funding the act. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will

complete this study by December, 1984 (U.S. Off. Fed. Register 1983b).

Among the most viable possibilities are excise taxes on bird seed, bird

feeders, bird houses, field guides, and similar products.

There has been inadequate funding to the states from Section 6 of the

Endangered Species Act during the past 3 years. The Nongame Wildlife

Program has received a total of only $20,000 during the past 2 years for

peregrine falcon restoration work. This amount needs to be increased

substantially in order to adequately address the needs of those nongame

species which are threatened or endangered. Projects for federally listed

species should be funded largely by federal monies (see Langer 1984).

Currently, funding is generated annually. Securing longer term funding

may be a more desirable approach, and alternatives to accomplish this should

also be investigated.

Finally, the funding strategies of other state checkoff programs need

to be reviewed to determine the opportunity for adapting successful funding

strategies from other states (Bevill 1984).

In summary, the Nongame Wildlife Program must continue to offer an

effective and popular program to Minnesota citizens that will result in

continued citizen interest and financial support. Responsiveness to public

preferences, and the ability to influence those preferences, will become

increasingly important as the novelty of the wildlife checkoff decreases

(Boggis 1984). Biological integrity must be maintained at the same time

that funding aspects remain creative, efficient, and cost-effective.

Concurrently, a broadening of the Fund's base of support must be

accomplished to insure a future for the state's initiative to protect and

manage the resource.
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opportunities to Resolve the Issue:

1. Employ market research techniques in the development of a checkoff

promotion strategy based on:

a) a determination of the most effective promotional techniques;

b) a description of the present participants and delineation of

new contributors;

c) a determination of motivation for current citizen

participation;

d) an identification of weak links in the existing promotion

network and of opportunities for additional

organizations/individuals to particiate in promotion.

2. See opportunity 11 page 17 on economic studies.

3. Establish a'task force to develop information on the economic

values of wildlife for use in benefit/cost analysis and mitigation

assessment. (See issues on Wildlife Habitat and Data Acquisition).

4. Investigate the applicability of the Habitat Evaluation Procedures

or other procedures in order to establish the value of lands

maintained as wildlife habitat.

5. Enhance capability of limited dollars by seeking funding from

other agencies and organizations to directly finance or cost share

particular programs of mutual interest and benefit such as

research and habitat protection.

6. Encourage appropriation and expansion of federal aid funding to

states for nongame wildlife management through Section 6 of the

Endangered Species Act. Urge Congressional support to fund the

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 to provide
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nongame funds to the states.

7. Investigate and evaluate new methods to broaden the long-term

funding base of the Nongame Wildlife Program, such as General

Fund or corporate monies to match citizen donations.

8. Review the funding strategies of other state agencies for ideas

of methods to expand financing of programs which benefit the

nongame resource in Minnesota.

9. Keep the Legislature informed about nongame resources, the Nongame

Wildlife Fund and citizen interest and participation in these

programs through an annual report.

10. Investigate and implement new wording on the tax forms to encourage

an increase in average donations up to the national average.

11. Develop a strategy to increase tax preparers' awareness and support

for the tax checkoff so that the overall donation rate could be

raised to a level characteristic of people who make out their own

tax forms.

12. Establish a contingency fund to finance Nongame Wildlife Program

activities through any temporary periods of decline in check-off

receipts.
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